draws attention to the existing evidence in favor of the noncollinear spin structure of Nd2Cu04 (NCO), and we agree that this evidence is compelling [2] . The aim of our Letter [3] [4] and exploited the former possibility. However, most of the arguments presented in [3] remain correct, and apply equally to both structures. Furthermore, although we successfully explained the collinear structure of many cuprates, the structure proposed in [4] for NCO did not fit into our explanation.
As we discuss below, an extension of our argument could supply a microscopic explanation for the observed noncollinear structure. Contrary to the impression given in the Comment, the "models" in Refs. [5 -7] are only phenomenological.
They use a symmetry analysis to write down the same types of terms as we derived in [3] , but they do not discuss the microscopic origin of each term or include information about their signs and magnitudes.
These are crucial in determining the ground state structures. Thus, the models could only list all the possible structures, but could not "already correctly give the noncollinear spin structure as the ground state. " A specific example concerns the dipolarlike terms of the form -A sin(0 + 0 ) [Eqs. (9) and (11) in [3] ]. Both the collinear and noncollinear structures ( Fig. 2 in [3] and Fig. 1 in [1) ) require that A~0. This sign was not explained by Ref. [5] . In [3] (6) in [3] ], could confirm these scenarios.
In conclusion, our Letter provides a microscopic understanding of the three-dimensional spin structures of the non-rare-earth tetragonal cuprates. Our theory can also explain the noncollinear structure of systems such as NCO or PCO, provided that one includes the effects of the strong single-ion anisotropy on the rare-earth ion.
